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ONE LAWYER-
ONE VOTE n
The Application of One Man - One Vote
to The Integrated Bar
BY SANFORD E. SARASOHN AND HARVEY L. ZUCKMAN
IN THE SHORT PERIOD, judicially speak-
ing, of eight years the Supreme Court
has come a long way from its landmark
decisions in Baker v. Carr' and Gary v.
Sanders2 holding, respectively, that the
federal district courts had jurisdiction
over the subject matter of malappor-
tioned legislatures and that, pursuant to
the Fourteenth amendment, every per-
son's vote must be as nearly equal to
that of every other person's vote as is
practicable--"one person, one vote.""
Today, after a series of decisions con-
tinually extending the guiding principle
of "one person, one vote," the Supreme
Court's approach to voter equality has
suggested the question whether even in-
tegrated professiomal associations are be-
yond the reach of that principle. In
Gray v. Sanders. the principle was ap-
plied to a state party primary for the
nomination of a United States Senator
but was soon extended to malappor-
tioned state legislative districts in Reyn-
olds v. Sims 4 and congressional dis-
tricts in Vesberry v. Sanders. ' Then,
in Avery v. Midland County," the Court
clearly held in the case of a Texas Coun-
ty Commissiomers Court exercising es-
sentially the same powers as the St.
Louis County Board of Supervisors or
comutv courts in less populous Missouri
counties that the principle applied to
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local general governmental bodies elect-
ed from districts. At the end of this line
is the very recent case from Missouri of
Hadley v. Junior College District,7
wherein the Court ruled that special-
ized governmental bodies such as junior
college districts organized for the sole
purpose of maintaining and controlling
local junior colleges, were subject to the
principle. The trustees of such districts,
if elected by popular vote, had to be
elected at large or from as nearly equal
districts as practicable. 8 In Hadley, the
Supreme Court made clear that the prin-
ciple of equality in elections is not lim-
ited by the nature of the office to be
filled:
1 369 U.S. 186 (1962).
2 372 U.S. 368 (1963).
:: Id. at 381.
4 377 U.S. 533 (1964).
376 U.S. 1 (1964).
"390 U.S. 474 (1968).
7 9 S.Ct. 791 (1970).
8 Based on congressional district varia-
tions rejected by the Court in Kirkpatrick v.
Preisler, 394 U.S. 526 (1969) (3.13% above
the mathematical ideal for the most popu-
lous district in Missouri and 2.84%, below the
mathematical ideal for the least populous
district), we know that the standard "as
nearly equal districts as practicable" has a
very stringent meaning.
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"If one person's vote is given less weight
through unequal apportionment, his right to
equal voting participation is impaired just
as much when he votes for a school board
member as when he votes for a state legis-
lator. While there are differences in the
powers of different officials, the crucial con-
sideration is the right of each qualified voter
to participate on an equal footing in the
election process. It should be remembered
that in cases like this one we are asked by
voters to insure that they are given equal
treatment, and from their perspective the
harm from unequal treatment is the same
in any election regardless of the officials
selected."9
The Supreme Court's holding and
language in Hadley has some very dis-
turbing implications for integrated bars.
It can hardly be gainsaid that such or-
ganizations are specialized govenmental
bodies performing the governmental
functions of supervising and controlling
the practice of the profession of law, ul-
timately for the benefit of the public. 10
Thus, a serious question arises whether
in the conduct of elections for the gov-
ernors of such professional associations
the principle of "one person, one vote"
applies. Of course, the (Court did not
decide this precise question in ladley,'
but, in his dissenting opinion, Mr.
Justice Harlan expressed the view\' that
the majority's action "forebodes ... that
the rule is to be applied to every elective
public body, no matter what its na-
ture."12
The authors assume in this article that
unequal representation of lawyers in
terms of their numbers in integrated bar
election districts is unreasonable. Oth-
ers may urge that there are more ration-
al bases for the allocation of elected rep-
resentatives of the bar than the lawyer
population. However, most of these oth-
er bases known to the authors, such as
geographical representation, special in-
terest representation, 1' and administra-
tive necessity, are essentially the same
9 90 S.Ct. at 794.
10 See Lathrop v. Donohue, 367 U.S.
820 (1961).
11 The Court appears to have reserved
the question when it observed that "[iut is
of course possible that there might be some
case in which a state elects certain function-
aries whose duties are so far removed from
normal governmental activities and so dis-
proportionately affect different groups that
a popular election in compliance with Reyn-
olds [v. Sims 377 U.S. 533] might not be
required .... 90 S.Ct. at 795.
12 90 S.Ct. at 797.
13 The most obvious issue concerning
geographical and interest representation is
the urban-rural split. As one commentator
sees it:
"The urban-rural balance of power varies
considerably among State Bars. Lawyers
from towns control a majority of the Board
if most of the districts represent less urban-
ized areas and if all districts elect an equal
number of Governors. In practice, although
a metropolitan area may have one or more
districts, in no states do the cities have a
majority of the districts. And, although
many State Bars elect more Governors from
the urban than the rural districts, the cities
usually elect less than half the Governors-
despite the fact that often the principal
city may contain a majority of a state's
lawyers....
"The urban-rural balance of power is of-
ten a principal issue when integration is be-
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as those rejected by the United States
Supreme Court in earlier cases. 14
It might also be argued that the prin-
ciple of equal representation would not
apply to the elections of integrated bars
since the elections arc not open to the
public. At this point, no one can be very
sure of the persuasiveness of this limit-
ing approach, particularly in light of
the fact that in Gray v. Sanders, supra,
in which the principle of "one person,
one vote" was first enunciated, the Court
applied it to a state party primary, a
type of election which in some respects
resembles an election of a voluntary as-
sociation.
If the test of "one person, one vote"
is extended to integrated professional
associations, it seems safe to say that
many of the integrated bars in this coun-
try will have to reconstitute their gov-
erning boards and the electoral processes
by which those hoards are chosen. It is
our hope that the integrated bars, which
were conceived as "democratically gov-
erned and administered" quasi official
bodies,' 5 will, through appropriate vol-
untary revision of their representational
systems, negate the need for federal ju-
dicial involvement in what is essentially
a state matter.
If such revision is not made it also
seems safe to say that at some point
ing planned, and therefore the representa-
tive structure of the Board of Governors is
often controversial.... The earliest integrated
bars were created by statute and the more
recent integration rulings have been made
by courts; one unintended result has been
increased, representation of cities in some of
the more recently integrated State Bar
Boards. The courts are more favorable to
large urban blocs on the boards than are
state legislatures gerrymandered on behalf
of rural areas; and also the courts can act
more quickly than legislatures when repre-
sentation of the Boards should be reap-
portioned to reflect population shifts into
cities .. "
Glaser, The Organization of the Inte-
gratel Bar (1960) as quoted in Country-
man and Finman, The Lawyer in Modern
Society, 350 (1966).
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14 In Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533,
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1' Lathrop v. Donohue, 10 Wis. 2d 230,
102 N.W.2d 404, 409 (1969). See also
Lathrop v. Donohue, 367 U.S. 820, 883 n.
6 (1961) (dissenting opinion).
some dissatisfied member of an integrat-
ed bar will be moved to challenge ju-
dicially the status quo, and then further
judicial delineation of the reach of "one
person, one vote," will be forthcoming.
The Missouri Bar: A Factual Example
The bar has been integrated in thirty
states.1" Thus, numerous factual exam-
ples of the possible application of One
Lawyer-One Vote principle are avail-
able. Our choice of Missouri is based
upon local data and interest rather than
any suggestion that it is a unique factual
situation.
The Missouri Bar was formed by Mis-
souri Supreme Court Rule on June 16,
1944 and the first Board of Governors
took office on September 30, 1944.17
Every "person licensed to practice" law
in Missouri is required to pay an enroll-
ment fee' 8 and is thus a part of The
Missouri Bar.' It governs itself except
for admissions to the Bar and matters
of discipline.2 0 Thus integration in Mis-
souri is solely the result of court rule
rather than the legislative or constitu-
tional approaches of other states. Al-
though the Court has ample Constitti-
tional authority for its action, the August
1970 amendment to the Judicial Article
of the Missouri Constitution refers to
The Missouri Bar for the first time.-"
The Board of Governors is the "rep-
resentative body of the Missouri Bar"
that determines "questions of method
and of policy relating to the accomplish-
ment of [its] purposes."- ' It elects the
officers of The Missouri Bar, designates
its Executive Director, and may adopt
bylaws.2" It was initially composed of
twenty-nine duly elected Board mem-
bers from various districts. In 1957, the
Rule was amended to make the Presi-
dent of The Missouri Bar an ex officio
member of the Board of Governors for
one year after his term as President ex-
pires. In October 1964, the number of
elected Board members was increased
16 Thornal, The Unified Bar-Integration
or Disintegration, 50 JUDICATUiiE 360 (1969).
17 On June 16, 1944 the Missouri Su-
preme Court adopted Rule 40 entitled "Es-
tablishing and Providing for the Govern-
ment of the Missouri Bar." It was later re-
numbered Rule 7. For an early view, see
Carr, Organization of Integrated Bar, 1
J.Mo.BAR 3 (1945).
Is Rule 6.01, Sup.Ct.Mo.
1. Rule 7.01, Sup.Ct.Mo.
20 Rule 7.01, Sup.Ct.Mo. Discipline is
treated in Rule 5 which creates a Bar Com-
mittee in each judicial circuit and The Ad-
visory Committee. Admission to the Bar is
treated in Rule 8 which creates the Board
of Law Examiners. It seems clear that The
Missouri Bar is a specialized governmental
agency serving governmental purposes. For
example funds contributed for The Missouri
Bar Center were viewed by The Missouri
Bar and the Internal Revenue Service as be-
ing a gift to the State of Missouri for exclu-
sively public purposes.
"Integration of the Bar . . . serves proper
governmental purposes." Brief for The Mis-
souri Bar, Amicus Curiae, filed in the Inte-
grated Bar case Lathrop v. Donohue, Oct.
Term 1960, U.S. Sup.Ct. No. 200, 2.
21 As provided by the voters and pro-
posed by S. J. R. 16, effective January 1,
1972, Section 27, Article V, Const. Mo.,
provides for a six member commission on
retirement, removal, and discipline of judges.
Two non-lawyers would be appointed by
the governor and two judges selected by the
judges. The two lawyer members would be
"appointed by the governing body of the
Missouri Bar." Thus, although not directly
involved in Bar discipline, The Missouri Bar
would have a role in the discipline, retire-
ment, and removal of judges.
22 Rule 7.06, Sup.Ct.Mo. The Board of
Governors has consistently been viewed as
a representative body. In the President's
Annual Address, the first President of The
Missouri Bar, Charles L. Carr referred to
"this representative Board of Governors." 1
J.Mo.BA1a 113 (1945). In the second year
of The Missouri Bar, President David L.
Millar stated: "Last year inaugurated the
integrated Bar in Missouri. For the first
time the organized Bar in Missouri was coin-
posed of an(l truly represented every lawyer
practicing in the state. 2 JAo.BAR 50
(1946).
2:3 Rules 7.02, 7.09, 7.13 and 7.14,
Sup.Ct.Mo.
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from twenty-nine to thirty so that two,
rather than one, Board member would
be elected from District 9 (St. Louis
County). In 1960, the districts were re-
defined by reference to counties and
cities rather than to judicial circuits.2 4
In addition, the former District 6 with
two elected Board members was divided
into District 6 and new District 13, each
having one elected Board member. 25
The 30 elected Board members are
elected from thirteen districts, one elect-
ing seven Board members, one electing
five, seven electing two, and four elect-
ing one. Each member of The Missouri
Bar in good standing may vote in the
district in which lie is "enrolled." 2" The
enrollment fee shall be paid to the "cir-
cuit clerk of the county wherein the per-
son maintains an office, or is employed,
or resides. "2 7
Data are available regarding the dis-
tricts of enrollment of members of The
Missouri Bar. Four exhibits based upon
such enrollment in 1947, 1950, 1960,
and 1970 follow.28
-Exhibit I presents data regarding en-
rollment and representation in 1970.
Column I presents the 1970 enrollment
data and Column 2 the number of elect-
ed board members for each district. The
other columns provide four methods of
comparing the representation of the dis-
tricts. First: Column 3 shows that there
is an average of 260 lawyers for each of
the 30 elected board members. In math-
ematically equal representation there
would be one elected Board member
per 260 lawyers. Ten districts are below
the 260 average, ranging from 89 (Dis-
trict 1) to 218 (District 4). Three dis-
tricts are above the average, 319 (Dis-
trict 113, 420 (District 12), and 604
(District 9). Second: Column 4 and
Column 5 provide a direct comparison
of each district's "Share of Board" and
each district's "Share of Bar." Mathe-
matically equal representation would
produce substantially equal percentages
in Columns 4 and 5. Third: Column 6
provides the range of the percentage
"Share of Bar Per Board Member."
Matheniatically equal districts would
each have 3.3 of the Bart per elected
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Board member (100% divided bv 30).
Exhibit I, Column 6 indicates that elev-
en Board members each represent 1.6%
or less of the Bar; Fourteen other Board
members each represent more than 4%
of the Bar. Fourth: Column 7 provides
a statistical measure of comparison with
a system of even representation (100%).
Ten districts (range 119% to 292%) have
an average representation level of 184%.
This is almost three (3) times the 66%
level of the three other districts. The
24 In addition, Henry County was shifted
from District 5 to District 4. The effect of
the shift on the 1970 data in Exhibits I, II,
and IV is to shift 17 lawyers from District
5 (reduced from 236 to 219) to District 3
(increased from 392 to 409). Both districts
have had two Board members.
"5 Rule 7.03, Sup.Ct.Mo.
26 Rule 7.07(e), Sup.Ct.Mo.
27 Rule 6.01 SupCt.Mo. The three way
choice of office, employment, or residence
may create a degree of uncertainty in the
rules. For example, it is uderstood that some
attorneys have shifted their place of enroll-
ment upon the expectation that they would
only be appointed to defend indigent de-
fendants by their court of enrollment. It
may be noted that voting in Nonpartisan
Court Plan judicial commission elections is
based upon where a lawyer resides, Sec.
29(d), Art. V, Const. Mo. and Rule 10.14,
Sup.Ct.Mo. Accordingly the furnishing of a
certified list of members of the' Bar by dis-
trict of residence and the mailing of ballots
by district of residence are required by
Rules 10.09 and 10.11, Sup.Ct.Mo. It is un-
clear how the appropriate Court Clerks are
able to determine such residence.
28 The data in the Exhibits are as of the
following dates and are from the sources
indicated:
1947-Sept. 1, 1947, 3 J.Mo.BAR 204-205
(1947). This is the first publication of en-
rollment data in the JOURNAL OF THE Mis-
souRI BAR.
1950-Sept. 30, 1950, 6 J.Mo.BAR 204-205
(1950).
1960-June 30, 1960, 16 J.lo.BAn 318-319
(1960).
1970-March 11, 1970, provided by Wade
F. Baker, Esq., Executive Director, The
Missouri Bar by letter of same date.
four measures are merely different meth- ber of elected Board inembers for each
ods of presenting a comparison of the district, and the number of enrolled
basic data, the enrolled lawyers per dis- lawyers per board member for each dis-
trict (column 1) and the number of trict for the 4 years 1947, 1950, 1960,
elected Board members per district (col- and 1970. In a system of mathematically
umn 2). equal representation each board member
Exhibit II provides the number of en- would have represented 203 enrolled
rolled lawyers for each district, the num- lawyers in 1947, 222 in 1950, 244 in
EXHIBIT I
The Missouri Bar-1970
Comparison of Enrolled Lawyers and Elected Board Members, By Districts
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Lawyers Share Percent of
Elected Per Share Share of Bar Average
Enrolled Board Board of of Per Bd. Represen-
Lawyers Members Member Board Bar Member tation
Total Bar 7,797 30 260 100.0% 100.0% 3.3% 100%
Dist. 1
Northwest 178 2 89 6.7% 2.3% 1.1% 292%
Dist. 2
Northeast 198 2 99 6.7% 2.5% 1.3% 262%
Dist. 3
Central West 409 2 205 6.7% 5.2% 2.6% 127%
Dist. 4
Central 435 2 218 6.7% 5.6% 2.8% 119%
Dist. 5
Southwest 219 2 110 6.7% 2.8% 1.4% 236%
Dist. 6
South Central-West 115 1 115 3.3% 1.5% 1.5% 226%
Dist. 7
Southeast 253 2 127 6.7% 3.2% 1.6% 205%
Dist. 8
Buchanan CO. 114 1 114 3.3% 1.5% 1.5% 228%
Dist. 10
Greene Co. 217 1 217 3.3% 2.8% 2.8% 239%
Dist. 13
South Central-East 117 1 117 3.3% 1.5% 1.5% 222%
TOTAL 1-8, 10 & 13 2,255 16 141 53.3% 28.9% 1.8% 184%
Dist. 9
St. Louis Co. 1,207 2 604 6.7% 15.5% 7.7% 43%
Dist. 11
St. Louis City 2,235 7 319 23.3% 28.7% 4.1% 82%
Dist. 12
Kansas City 2,100 5 420 16.7% 26.9% 5.4% 62%
Total 9, 11 & 12 5,542 14 396 46.7% 71.1% 5.1% 66%
Source: See footnote 28.
Charts similar to this for 1945, 1947,
466
1950, & 1960 are available from the authors.
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1960, and 260 in 1970. In 1970, ten
districts (16 Board members) are sub-
stantially above the average represen-
tational level (over-represented) and
three districts (14 Board members) are
substantially below the average repre-
sentational level (under-represented).
Over the twenty-three years only one
district (9-St. Louis County) shifted
from one category to the other. In all
other cases the status of being in either
the over-represented or the under-rep-
resented category remained unchanged.
EXHIBIT II
The Missouri Bar-1947, 1950, 1960 & 1970
Enrolled Lawyers, Elected Board Members, and
Enrolled Lawyers Per Board Member, By Districts
1947 1950 1960 1970
Total Bar 5,888-29 6,442-29 7,090-29 7,797-30
203 222 244 260
Dist. 1 209- 2 212- 2 191- 2 178- 2
Northwest 105 106 96 89
Dist. 2 199- 2 201- 2 177- 2 198- 2
Northeast 100 101 89 99
Dist. 3 219- 2 246- 2 310- 2 409- 2
Central West 110 123 155 205
Dist. 4 259- 2 287- 2 320- 2 435- 2
Central 130 144 160 218
Dist. 5 230- 2 244- 2 232- 2 219- 2
Southwest 115 122 116 110
Dist. 6 195- 2 203- 2 203- 2 115- 1
South Central-West 98 102 102 115
Dist. 7 210- 2 227- 2 246- 2 253- 2
Southeast 105 114 123 127
Dist. 8 122- 1 129- 1 122- 1 114- 1
Buchanan Co. 122 122 122 114
Dist. 10 126- 1 140- 1 174- 1 217- 1
Greene Co. 126 140 174 217
Dist. 13 - - - 117- 1
South Central-East 117
Total 1-8, 10 & 13 1,769-16 1,889-16 1,975-16 2,255-16
111 118 123 141
Dist. 9 178- 1 211- 1 577- 1 1,207- 2
St. Louis Co. 178 211 577 604
Dist. 11 2,362- 7 2,584- 7 2,474- 7 2,235- 7
St. Louis City 337 369 353 319
Total 9 & 11 2,540- 8 2,795- 8 3,051- 8 3,442- 9
318 349 381 382
Dist. 12 1,579- 5 1,758- 5 2,064- 5 2,100- 5
Kansas City 316 352 413 420
Total 9, 11 & 12 4,119-13 4,553-13 5,115-13 5,542-14
317 350 393 396
Source: See footnote 28.
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Exhibit III presents the same data
giving special attention to a comparison
of the three urban districts with the out-
state area composed of ten districts. The
latter out-state area is broken into two
parts: The first consisting of 5 counties
including suburban Kansas City (Clay
and Jackson, except Kansas City), Co-
lumbia, Jefferson City, and Springfield.
The second consisting of the remaining
portion of out-state Missouri. In 1947,
the three Urban Districts had 70% of the
enrolled lawyers and 44.8% of the elect-
ed Board members. Over the subsequent
23 years, there was only a slight change
to 71.1% of the Bar and 46.7% of the
elected Board in 1970. The out-state
area in 1947 had 30% of the Bar and
55.2% of the elected Board; in 1970,
28.9% of the Bar and 53.3% of the elect-
ed Board.
Although these data reflect only slight
change in the relative degrees of repre-
sentation, other changes are indicated in
Exhibit III. First, while the out-state
Bar remained at about 30% of the Bar,
most of the growth is reflected in the 5
selected out-state areas. The 5 areas in-
creased from 5.7% to 10.0% of the Bar
while the remainder of the out-state area
EXHIBIT III
The Missouri Bar-1947, 1950, 1960 & 1970
Outstate and Urban Districts
Increase
1947 1950 1960 1970 (1947-1950)
Total Missouri Bar 5,888 6,442 7,090 7,797 1,909
Outstate Missouri Bar
5 Outstate Areas
Clay 28 38 65 116 88
Jackson (ex. K.C.) 52 74 111 136 84
Boone 56 73 97 156 100
Cole 74 86 100 154 80
Greene 126 140 174 217 91
Total 5 Areas 336 411 547 779 443
Percent of Bar 5.7% 6.4% 7.7% 10.0%
Outstate-Other 1,433 1,478 1,428 1,476 43
Percent of Bar 24.3% 22.9% 20.1% 18.9%
Total Outstate Dists.
Enrolled Lawyers 1,769 1,889 1,975 2,555 486
Percent of Bar 30.0% 29.3% 27.9% 28.9%
Board Members 16 16 16 16
Percent of Board 55.2% 55.2% 55.2% 53.3%
3 Urban Districts
St. Louis Co. (Dist. 9) 178 211 577 1,207 1,029
St. Louis City (Dist. 11) 2,362 2,584 2,474 2,235 (127)
Total St. Louis 2,540 2,795 3,051 3,442 902
Kansas City (Dist. 12) 1,579 1,758 2,064 2,100 521
Total 3 Urban Dists.
Enrolled Lawyers 4,119 4,553 5,115 5,542 1,423
Percent of Bar 70.0 70.7% 72.1% 71.1%
Board Members 13 13 13 14
Percent of Board 44.87 44.8% 44.8% 46.7%
Source: See footnote 28.
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decreased from 24.3% to 18.97 of the
Bar. Second, the Kansas City area and
the combined St. Louis area grew at
about the same rate. However, St. Louis
City declined slightly and St. Louis
County increased greatly.
Exhibit IV presents some of the data
in Exhibit I and lists the counties in the
geographical districts of The Missouri
Bar.
These four Exhibits are presented to
aid the reader in understanding the ba-
sic data relating to representation. Other
comparisons are possible. We avoid sug-
gesting possible reasons for the differ-
ences in the degrees of representation.
Nevertheless, we believe that the facts
clearly suggest a definite pattern of gross
differences from mathematically equal
representational levels in the Board of
Governors of The Missouri Bar on the
four dates indicated. 0
Fri. Nov. 13 . . . Organizational Meeting
of Comnmittees of The Missouri Bar, Jef-
ferson City.
Thurs.-Tues. Feb. 4-9 . . . American Bar
Association Midyear Meeting, Chicago,
Illinois.
Fri. Apr. 23 . . . Spring Meeting of Com-
mittees of The Missouri Bar, Jefferson
City.
Wed.-Fri. Oct. 6-8 . . . Annual Meeting of
The Missouri Bar, Muehlebach Hotel,
Kansas City.
Three reasons why you should consider
THE ST. PAUL LAWYER'S
PROFESSIONAL LIABILITY POLICY
1. Approved carrier for The Missouri Bar.
2. Lowest rates for any policy of its kind.
3. Broadest Coverage. The most complete coverage available.
Protect yourselF... call your St. Paul agent.
THE ST. PAUL KANSA
CENTER INSURANCE COMPANIES
SERVI
3105 210 We
Kansas
4C Phone
Serving you around the world.. around the clock
ST. PAUL FIRE AND MARINE INSURANCE COMPANY
ST. PAUL MERCURY INSURANCE COMPANY
HOME OFFICE: 385 Washington Street, St. Paul, Minn. 55102
S CITY
ICE CENTER
st 10th Street
City, Missouri 64152
21-2160
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ST. LOUIS SERVICE 
€
7733 Forsyth
St. Louis, Missouri 6
Phone 862-8484
EXHIBIT IV
The Missouri Bar-1970
Board of Governor Districts
Enrolled Lawyers Per District
District 1
Northwest Cos.
Andrew
Atchison
Caldwell
Chariton
Clinton
Daviess
DeKalb
Gentry
Grundy
Harrison
Holt
Linn
Livingston
Mercer
Nodaway
Platte
Putnam
Sullivan
Worth
Bar-1 7 8- 2 .3%
Board-2-6.7%
59 per Bd. Mem.
District 2
Northeast Cos.
Adair
Audrain
Clark
Knox
Lewis
Lincoln
Macon
Marion
Monroe
Montgomery
Pike
Balls
St. Charles
Schuyler
Scotland
Shelby
Warren
Bar-198--2.5%
Board-1--6.7%
99 per Bd. Mein.
District 3
Central West Cos.
Carroll
Cass
Clay
Henry
Jackson (ex. K.C.)
Johnson
Lafayette
Pettis
Ray
Saline
Bar-409-5.2%
Board-2-6.7%
205 per Bd. Mem.
District 4
Central Cos.
Boone
Callaway
Cole
Cooper
Franklin
Gasconade
Howard
Maries
Miller
Moniteau
Morgan
Osage
Randolph
Bar-435-5.6%
Board-2--6.7%
218 per Bd. Mem.
District 5
Southwest Cos.
Barry
Barton
Bates
Benton
Cedar
Dade
Jasper
Lawrence
McDonald
Newton
St. Clair
Vernon
Bar-219--2.8%
Board-2--6.7%
110 per Bd. Mer.
District 6
South Central-
West Cos.
Camden
Christian
Dallas
Douglas
Hickory
Laclede
Ozark
Polk
Pulaski
Stone
Taney
Texas
Webster
Wright
Bar-i 15-1.5%
Board---3.3%
115 per Bd. Mem.
District 7
Southeast Cos.
Bollinger
Butler
Cape Girardeau
Dunklin
Madison
Mississippi
New Madrid
Pemiscot
Perry
Ripley
St. Francois
Ste. Genevieve
Scott
Stoddard
Bar-253-3.2%
Board-2-6.7%
127 per Bd. Mem.
District 8
Buchanan Co.
Bar-114-1.5%
Board-1--3.3%
114 per Bd. Mem.
District 9
St. Louis Co.
Bar-1207-15.5%
Board-1-6.7%
604 per Bd. Mein.
District 10
Greene Co.
Bar-217-2.8%
Board-1-3.3%
217 per Bd. Mem.
District 11
St. Louis City
Bar-2235--28.7%
Board-7-23.3%
319 per Bd. Mem.
District 12
Kansas City (rest of
Jack. Co. in Dist. 3)
Bar-2100--26.9%
Board-5-16.7%
420 per Bd. Mem.
District 13
South Central-
East Cos.
Carter
Crawford
Dent
Howell
Iron
Jefferson
Oregon
Phelps
Reynolds
Shannon
Washington
Wayne
Bar-117-1.5%
Board-1-3.3%
117 per Bd. Mem.
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